Erlewine (2017) suggests that certain sentence-final particles (SFPs) in Mandarin Chinese such as "sentential le" and eryi are located lower than the C-domain, using a number of arguments relating to the scopal interaction of these SFPs, subjects, and other verb phrase (vP) level elements. The present paper proposes an alternative view of the phenomena considered by Erlewine (2017) and maintains the claim that sentential le and eryi are C-domain elements. First, I argue that shi 'be', in the negative form -bu shi 'not be' -should be analyzed as an independent verb, which takes a clausal complement headed by le or eryi. The apparent narrow scope of le and eryi is due to the biclausal analysis of the entire sentence. Second, the sentence-initial determiner phrase (DP) cannot be analyzed as the real subject of the verb shi 'be' but must be analyzed as the matrix topic of the entire sentence and, therefore, is higher than the complementizer phrase (CP) headed by le or eryi. This explains why sometimes le or eryi does not have scope over the subject. Third, the wh-subject cannot get an indefinite reading in a sentence with a final particle le because the $-closure triggered by le applies at the I′-level by excluding the subject systematically (Huang 1982) . The $-quantifier, which is introduced in a position lower than the surface subject position, cannot bind the wh-subject as a variable. The position where $ is generated remains independent of whether the $-closure is triggered by low particles, such as le, or by high particles, such as the yes-no question particle ma. Therefore, the low peripheral particles le and eryi are still within the CP domain and thus higher than vP.
Peripheral functional projections in Chinese
Following Lee (1986) , Paul (2014 Paul ( , 2015 argues that sentence-final particles (SFPs) are complementizers that occupy the head position in different complementizer phrases (CPs) and that they can only be present in root contexts. Based on the split-CP hypotheses (cf. Rizzi 1997 Rizzi , 2004 Cinque 1999; Cinque and Rizzi 2008 , and so on), she argues for a three-layered peripheral domain consisting of different functional projections to host these particles in Mandarin Chinese.
(1) Paul's (2014 Paul's ( , 2015 hierarchy (TP) < low C < medium C (force) < high C (attitude)
The low C hosts tense-related particles, the medium C hosts force-related particles, and the high C hosts the speaker's attitude-related particles. These three roughly divided domains have also been argued for in Pan and Paul (2016) , and, in Paul and Pan (2017) . Pan (2015) proposes a more detailed hierarchy, as shown in (2). The low C in the system of Paul (2015) is further divided into a projection related to the sentential aspect S.AspP and a projection hosting the exclusive focus particles, such as eryi 'only' in the sense of Erlewine (2011) .
(2) (TP) < S.AspP (sentential aspect particles) < OnlyP (exclusive focus particles) < iForceP (illocutionary force) < SQP (special questions) < AttP1 < AttP2 (discourse particles related to the speaker's attitude)
Here are two examples from Pan (2015 Pan ( , 2019 , which show the co-occurrence of different peripheral functional projections in Mandarin Chinese.
(3) a. TP < S.AspP-le < OnlyP-eryi < The hierarchical order of these projections is subject to a principle functioning at the syntax-discourse level, which is called "The Subjectivity Scale Constraint" (cf. Pan, 2019 ): (4) Subjectivity Scale Constraint
The higher a functional projection is located, the more direct the way in which such a projection is linked to the speaker's opinion becomes, the more subjective the interpretation of such a projection is, and the more difficult it is for such a projection to be embedded. Table 1 gives an overview of the periphery in Mandarin discussed by Pan (2019) . Erlewine (2017) shows that low particles (i.e., the sentential aspect particles, such as le and the exclusive focus particle eryi 'only') sometimes do not have scope over the subject in a given sentence. It seems that these particles are still inside the tense phrase (TP).
In this paper, I argue that SFPs can uniformly take a TP as complement and that they are indeed in the domain of the CP. Crucially, I show that the apparent low scope of these SFPs results from different derivations. I also give an alternative analysis of the data that constitute the main arguments of Erlewine's proposal.
Argument based on negation
In this section, I discuss the first argument of Erlewine (2017) in favor of the low scope of SFPs based on the two forms of negation, and I offer my own analysis. The analysis presented in this section has been extensively discussed in Pan (2019: Ch. 2), and I reproduce only the crucial reasoning here.
Two types of negative forms
The first argument is based on the so-called two forms of negation in Chinese: bu 'not' and bushi 'not-be'. Erlewine's (2017) crucial examples are based on examples provided by Soh and Gao (2006) , as shown in (5-6). This section presents an alternative account of this contrast based on the assumption that the negative form bushi 'not be' can be decomposed into [bu 'not' + shi 'be']. In Chinese, both bu 'not' and shi 'be' can be used independently since they are not bound morphemes. Under this view, shi 'be' is treated as a true verb. Also note that the verbal status of shi 'be' in different structures has been extensively discussed by Paul (2015) and . I reproduce some crucial arguments in support of this assumption from these works.
First, probability adverbs such as keneng 'possibly' (cf. 7a) and yiding 'certainly' (cf. 7b) can be inserted between bu 'not' and the verb shi 'be'. be.sick LE 'As for Zhangsan, it is not necessarily the case that he becomes sick. (It could be the case that he is only a bit tired.)' Importantly, the sentence-initial Zhangsan is analyzed as the matrix topic of the entire sentence. The verb shi 'be' is analyzed as the matrix verb of TP1; therefore, shi 'be' in this case is a true verb preceded by both the negative adverb bu 'not' and probability adverbs such as keneng 'possibly' and yiding 'certainly'. The verb shi 'be' takes a subordinate clause CP (i.e., the S.AspP headed by the sentencefinal le) as its complement. The null subject pro inside TP2 is controlled by the matrix topic Zhangsan, either through the "Generalized Control Rule" (cf. Huang 1989) or through "Prominence Control" (cf. Pan 1998) .
The topicalization analysis is also supported by the fact that topics in these two sentences can also be reconstructed in the original subject position inside TP2, which is occupied by pro, as shown in (8) The same analysis applies to eryi 'only'. In (9a), the sentence-initial ta 'he' is analyzed as the matrix topic of the entire sentence. The OnlyP headed by eryi serves as the subordinate clause of the matrix verb shi 'be'. The matrix topic ta 'he' can be further reconstructed in the position occupied by pro inside the OnlyP, as shown in (9b). In (11), shuiguo 'fruits' is interpreted as an Aboutness topic and ta 'he' is analyzed as a left-dislocated topic. The order between them is relatively free.
Third, modal auxiliary verbs, such as hui 'will' and yinggai 'should' can also be inserted between bu 'not' and shi 'be', as demonstrated in (12): In both sentences, yinggai 'should' has an epistemic meaning. Syntactically, it takes an S.AspP or an OnlyP as its complement. The wide scope of yinggai 'should' in both cases can be paraphrased as 'it should be the case…' Let us examine closely (15b). The subject ta 'he' inside TP2 can be topicalized in the sentence initial position and can only be interpreted as a topic, as shown in (15c). Importantly, in (15c), ta 'he' cannot be interpreted as the grammatical subject of yinggai 'should' under its epistemic reading. This is because only the deontic reading of yinggai 'should' can take a grammatical subject, such as in (16a). (16b) shows that the deontic reading of yinggai 'should' cannot take a clausal complement.
(16) a. Wo yinggai zai zhe-yi zhan xia che. I should at this-one stop get.off bus 'I should get off the bus at this stop.' b. * Yinggai wo zai zhe-yi zhan xia che. should I at this-one stop get.off bus ('I should get off the bus at this stop.') The observed hierarchy is the following:
Note that this analysis also applies to sentential adverbs such as kending 'certainly' and keneng 'possibly'. They can be higher than the surface subject; in this case, they are analyzed as adjuncts of the entire TP.
certainly Zhangsan Neg speak-Exp this-kind DE words 'Certainly, Zhangsan never said such a thing.' = 'It is certain that Zhangsan never said such a thing.'
Probability adverbs, such as keneng 'possibly' and kending 'certainly', can also precede bu 'not' and modify the verb shi 'be'. Still, the subject at the surface is analyzed as a matrix topic.
lost trace LE 'As for Zhangsan, it is certainly not the case that he disappeared.'
only speak English ERYI 'As for Xiaohong, it is possibly not the case that she only speaks English.' Importantly, the verbal use of shi 'be' should be distinguished from the emphatic use of shi 'be'. Sometimes, when a verb is preceded by shi 'be', the verb is focalized and shi 'be' in this case functions as the emphatic do in English. In the emphatic use, shi 'be' is often stressed. ]. see-through-Perf your trick 'As for Zhangsan, it is certainly not possible that he saw through your little trick.' 2.3 My account I showed in the previous section that the negative element bu-shi can be decomposed as a negation bu 'not' and the verb shi 'be'. Shi 'be' is a matrix verb and takes a clausal complement. In this section, I show how this analysis can account for the initial contrast that Erlewine (2017) observes between the two negative forms: bu 'not' and bu shi 'not be'. Importantly, bu 'not' and bu shi 'not be' do not have the same interpretation; namely, bu shi is interpreted as "it is not the case that …". For instance, In (23a), the verb shi 'be' is the essential verbal element in TP1 and it takes a CP clause as its complement. In this particular case, the CP in question is the S.AspP headed by the sentence-final le. Zhangsan is located in the matrix topic position and it is associated with the null subject pro inside TP2. The sentencefinal le can only be parsed with the embedded predicate sheng bing 'be sick' but not with the matrix verb shi 'be'. Therefore, the change-of-state interpretation is directly realized on sheng bing but not on shi. As a result, (23a) cannot be interpreted as "it is no longer the case that Zhangsan is sick." That is why the sentence-final le seems to have a narrow scope lower than both the negative form bu shi 'not be' and the subject Zhangsan. In fact, le always takes a wide scope over a TP. Under the analysis that shi 'be' takes the clause headed by le as its complement, (23a) has a bi-clausal structure rather than a mono-clausal structure. As a result, it is not the case that shi 'be' is higher than le inside the same clause.
The sentence in (24) he only can read book ERYI but be say ta ye yinggai chou yidian shijian duanlian shenti. he also should take little time train health 'As for Zhangsan, (I) do not mean that he only knows how to study, but that he should at least take some time for sport.' 3 Example (24) clearly shows that shi 'be' in this case is not the focus use of shi in bare shi 'be' constructions, such as in (i): (i) Shi Zhangsan chi-le dangao; bu shi Lisi. be Zhangsan eat-Perf cake Neg be Lisi 'It is Zhangsan who ate the cake, not Lisi.' In this sentence, the sentence-initial shi 'be' only scopes over the subject Zhangsan and the contrastive focus reading is only realized on Zhangsan.
In (25), bu shi is decomposed as bu 'not' and shi 'be'. The verb shi 'be' takes a CP headed by the complementizer shuo 'say' as its complement. In (25a), shuo 'say' takes a TP as its complement; whereas in (25b), shuo 'say' takes an OnlyP headed by eryi 'only' as its complement. In (25a), zhe-ge shijie 'this world' is a hanging topic, which does not correspond to any gap or pro in TP2. In (25b), the matrix topic Zhangsan is related to the pronoun he inside TP2. In the absence of he, a pro occupies the subject position.
An anonymous reviewer raises a very interesting question. In (26), the recursiveness of shi 'be' is quite illicit given my biclausal analysis. However, it should be free of any problem for its recursivity in principle. (26) According to my analysis, CP2 is headed by le, which takes TP3 as its complement. TP1 and TP2 contain respectively shi 'be'. Given that TP usually does not take another TP as its complement, a CP is necessary between TP1 and TP2. Accordingly, TP1 takes the clause CP2 (containing TP2) as its complement. The subject ta 'he' moves from the Spec of TP3 to the Spec of TopP and is interpreted as the matrix topic of the entire sentence. Recall that CP is a phase; the movement of the subject ta 'he' should not violate the Phase Impenetrability Condition (PIC) (see Chomsky 2000 Chomsky , 2001 Chomsky , 2004 for two different versions). There are at least three CP phases in (24) (by temporarily ignoring phases constructed by the light verb phrase [vP] ). We can imagine that there is no escape hatch (i.e., empty specifier positions of TopP) between TP1 and TP3. Importantly, the Spec of CP1 cannot be an intermediate landing site for the topicalization of ta 'he'. Therefore, (24) can be ruled out by locality considerations, namely, by PIC (see for details on how Phasal Agree works for topicalization in Chinese). Alternatively, due to the iterated negation bu 'not' and the verb shi 'be', the sentence creates processing difficulties considerably. The ungrammaticality of this sentence can also be due to processing problems related to haplology, as the reviewer suggested.
Argument based on alternative questions with a disjunctive operator

S.AspP
The second argument of Erlewine (2017) in support of the claim that SFPs such as le and eryi are located in the vP periphery is based on alternative questions involving the disjunctive operator haishi 'or'. Note that haishi 'or' can only be used in interrogatives. Erlewine uses the sentence in (27) to show that in both conjunct clauses the sentence-final le occurs below the matrix subject ni 'you'. Therefore, the sentence-final le cannot be generated as a head in the CP, which is higher than the TP. In fact, there is an alternative way to interpret this fact. In (27), shi 'be' can be analyzed as a true verb located in a higher TP, which takes the entire DisjP as its complement. The matrix subject must occur in a higher topic position, for reasons that are explained immediately below.
Let us first examine the following sentence, which is based on Erlewine's illustration in (27) In my analysis, the entire sentence is analyzed as a TopP, with the matrix subject ni 'you' in the Spec of TopP, which is paraphrased as 'as for you'. This TopP takes the DisjP headed by the disjunctive question operator haishi 'or' as its complement. The disjunctive operator haishi 'or' coordinates two TPs, i.e., TP1 and TP3. TP1, which involves the verb shi 'be', is paraphrased as 'it is the case that', and this TP1 takes S.AspP1 headed by the sentence-final le as its complement. S.AspP1 takes TP2 involving a null subject pro as its complement and pro is controlled by the matrix topic ni 'you'. Similarly, we can assume that there is a covert shi 'be' that projects TP3 and that the phonetic realization of this shi 'be' is somehow reduced due to the phonetically adjacent presence of -shi in the disjunctive question operator hai-shi 'or'. TP3 then takes S.AspP2 headed by the sentence-final le as its complement. S.AspP2 takes TP4 as its complement, which also involves a null subject pro controlled by the matrix topic ni 'you'.
Recall that shi 'be' in its verbal use cannot be stressed. After some tests with native speakers, it has been confirmed that shi 'be' in (29) cannot be stressed either. Therefore, the shi 'be' in this example must be analyzed as a real verb, which should be distinguished from the shi 'be' used for the purpose of emphasis. Under my current analysis of (29), the sentence in (28) of Erlewine can also be ruled out. Since the subject ni 'you' in the first conjunct S.AspP1 is not in the matrix topic position, ni 'you' is not high enough to license the pro in the second conjunct S.AspP2; therefore, the resulting sentence is ungrammatical. Once the second conjunct S.AspP2 has an overt subject, the sentence becomes grammatical, as illustrated in (30- 'Is it the case that you miss home or is it the case that your boyfriend broke up with you?' b.
(30a, b) and (31a, b) represent two different cases, both of which share the same core analysis. The entire sentence is analyzed as a DisjP headed by the disjunctive operator haishi 'or'. Haishi coordinates two TPs, i.e., TP1 and TP3. TP1, which is projected based on the verb shi 'be', is paraphrased as 'it is the case that'. The same analysis applies for the second conjunct TP3 involving a null verb shi 'be'. In (30a, b), TP2 and TP4 contain, respectively, an overt subject ni 'you' and a co-referential relation can be established between them. The sentence is grammatical. Alternatively, in (31a, b), TP2 contains an overt subject ni 'you' and TP4 also contains an overt subject, but a different one, nanpengyou 'boyfriend'. The resulting sentence is still grammatical. Therefore, my analysis shows that the original ungrammatical sentence in (28) has nothing to do with the relevant conjunctive clause, which is a TP or a CP, but to do with the question whether or not the subject in the second conjunct clause is correctly licensed.
OnlyP
Similarly, Erlewine uses the sentence in (32) to show that the sentence-final eryi occurs below the matrix subject ni 'you' and that eryi cannot be generated as a In this analysis, the subject ni 'you' is treated as a topic that occupies the specifier position of the matrix TopP. The TopP takes the DisjP headed by the disjunctive question operator haishi 'or' as its complement. The disjunctive operator haishi 'or' coordinates two TPs, i.e., TP1 and TP3. The verb shi 'be' is treated as the core component of TP1, which is paraphrased as 'it is the case that'. TP1 takes the OnlyP headed by the sentence-final eryi 'only' as its complement. OnlyP takes TP2 as its complement. Note that the subject in TP2 has been topicalized. In the original specifier position of TP2, there is a null subject pro, which can be controlled by the matrix topic ni 'you'.
In the second conjunct, nothing prevents us from assuming that there is a covert shi 'be' that projects the TP3 and that the pronunciation of this shi 'be' can be reduced due to the presence of -shi in the disjunctive question operator hai-shi 'or'. The TP3 headed by the covert shi 'be' then takes TP4 as its complement. The subject position in TP4 is also occupied by a null pro controlled by the matrix topic ni 'you'.
Argument based on subject
S.AspP particles
Another argument that Erlewine (2017) uses to show that SFPs such as le and eryi are located in the vP periphery is based on the indefinite reading of wh-words in Chinese. Li (1992) observes that the sentence-final le can only license the indefinite reading of the wh-object but not that of the wh-subject. For instance, In (34a), when the sentence is not followed by the final particle le, the wh-word shenme 'what' can only have an interrogative reading but not an indefinite reading; accordingly, the sentence can only be interpreted as a real question. By contrast, when the same sentence is followed by the final particle le, as in (34b), both an interrogative reading 'what' and an indefinite reading 'something' are available for the relevant wh-word. In this case, the sentence can either be interpreted as a question or as a declarative sentence. According to Erlewine, le scopes over the object wh-word shenme 'what' in both sentences by providing them with an indefinite reading.
In contrast to the wh-object, the wh-subject cannot get an indefinite reading in the same context with the SFP le. Similar to (34b), (35a) However, (35b) shows that the wh-subject such as shei 'who' and shenme ren 'what person' cannot get an indefinite reading in the same context containing the sentence-final le. Erlewine uses this example to show that le cannot scope over the subject and accordingly, le must be generated in a position lower than the subject. As a result, le cannot be analyzed as one of the C heads since the sentence-final C must take scope over the entire TP.
However, this argumentation is not entirely convincing for several reasons. Crucially, it is not the SFP le that directly binds the relevant wh-word as a variable by providing the latter with an indefinite reading; instead, it is the existential quantifier triggered by le that binds the wh-word as a variable. In Chinese, the existential closure applies at the I-bar level by excluding the subject (Huang 1982) . In this respect, it is not surprising that the wh-subject in (35b) cannot get an interrogative reading because this wh-subject is not under the scope of the existential quantifier triggered by the final particle le. It is very important to make a distinction between the scope of the sentencefinal le and the scope of the existential quantifier triggered by le. The final le scopes over the entire TP by providing this TP with a sentential aspect reading. By contrast, the existential quantifier is only introduced at the T' or I' level, and this quantifier must bind a variable inside its scope; otherwise, the relevant sentence will be ungrammatical due to the vacuous quantification. As a result, any variable occurring higher than T' or I' will not be able to get an existential reading.
For exactly the same reason, as explained by Huang (1982) , in a yes-no question formed by the SFP ma, only the wh-object can get an indefinite reading, but not the wh-subject. This contrast is illustrated in the following examples: have who want see movie Q yes/no 'Is there anyone who wants to see a movie?' (37a) shows that the yes-no question particle ma, analyzed as a complementizer, triggers the existential quantifier, which is generated at the T' level. The $ quantifier binds the in situ wh-word shenme 'what' as a variable and gives it an indefinite reading. As a result, the entire sentence is interpreted as a yes-no question.
In (37b), since the existential quantifier triggered by the final particle ma is generated at the T' level, it does not take scope over the subject, which is merged in the specifier position of the TP. Therefore, the wh-subject shei 'who' cannot get an existential reading. The ungrammaticality of the sentence in (37b) is due to the incompatibility between a yes-no question and a wh-question in that these two question types cannot co-occur in the same sentence. On the one hand, the SFP ma requires that the entire sentence must be interpreted as a yes-no question and, on the other hand, not being under the scope of the existential quantifier, the whsubject shei 'who' must be interpreted as a true interrogative word. Since the same sentence cannot be interpreted simultaneously both as a yes-no question and as a wh-question, the resulting sentence is ungrammatical.
In (37c), when the subject is preceded by the existential verb you 'there be', the wh-subject is under the scope of you and can therefore get an existential reading. Accordingly, the entire sentence is interpreted as a yes-no question. A similar situation is also observed for preverbal wh-adjuncts, as shown in (38) In (38a), the wh-adjunct zai shenme difang 'at what place' is generated lower than the existential quantifier triggered by the yes-no question particle ma; therefore, zai shenme difang can get an existential reading 'at some place'. By contrast, when the wh-adjunct is topicalized, it is out of the scope of the existential quantifier (cf. 38b); as a result, it no longer gets an existential reading. Again, zai shenme difang in (38b) can only be interpreted as a true question phrase 'at what place'; simultaneously, the final particle ma forces the entire sentence to be interpreted as a yes-no question. Therefore, the sentence becomes ungrammatical due to the impossible co-occurrence of the wh-question and the yes-no question.
Even though ma cannot license the indefinite reading of the wh-subject, ma is still analyzed as a complementizer that scopes over the entire TP. I must emphasize the importance of making a distinction between the scope of the sentence-final ma and the scope of the existential quantifier triggered by ma. The final ma scopes over the entire TP; as a result, the entire sentence is interpreted as a direct yes-no question with an interrogative force. However, the existential quantifier is introduced at the T' level, and this quantifier must bind a variable inside its scope. As a result, wh-subject and some preverbal wh-adverbials cannot get an existential reading. Accordingly, the argument based on the unavailability of the indefinite reading for the wh-subject cannot convincingly show that the final particle le is generated below the subject inside the TP. It is worthwhile noting that the yes-no question particle ma is considered as a higher SFP by Paul (2014 Paul ( , 2015 and Pan (2015 Pan ( , 2019 . If the analysis of Erlewine (2017) were on the right track, then ma should also be treated as a vP-level particle. Clearly, this contradicts many existing works on ma.
Exclusive focus particle eryi 'only'
Erlewine (2017) also discusses the scope of eryi 'only' and suggests that its scopal interaction with the subject of a sentence provides a further argument that this SFP is structurally lower than TP. (39) is presented as an ungrammatical sentence in Erlewine (2017) . According to the author, the subject wo (yi ge ren) 'I (one person)' cannot receive an exclusive focus reading, which in turn shows that the sentence final eryi 'only' cannot take scope over the subject. In fact, according to my native informants, the sentence in (39) is bad for another independent reason. My informants uniformly point out that (39) is bad due to the lack of zhi you 'there is only' in the sentence-initial position, which has nothing to do with the scope of the sentence-final eryi 'only'. Crucially, without the sentencefinal eryi 'only', the sentence still remains ungrammatical, as shown in (40) Erlewine (2017) also mentions in a note that zhi you 'there is only' can save the sentence but he explains that the presence of the operator zhi 'only' can license the subject. However, the real problem is that sentences like (39) without the sentencefinal eryi 'only' are already ungrammatical themselves in the first place. Therefore, the ungrammaticality of (39) is not due to the fact that eryi 'only' cannot scope over the subject but to the fact that the subject needs an independent licenser. Here is another example. The presence of zhi you 'there is only' is obligatory to make the relevant sentence grammatical. (42) (42a) is ungrammatical because of the lack of zhi you 'there is only' at the beginning of the sentence. (42b) shows that the same sentence with the sentence-final eryi 'only' still remains ungrammatical for exactly the same reason: the subject is not licensed by zhi you 'there is only'. (42c) shows that when zhi you 'there is only' is placed in front of the subject wo 'I', the original sentence in (42a) becomes grammatical. The same observation goes for (42d). Again, the crucial point made on the basis of these examples is that the reason why (40) is ungrammatical is not that eryi 'only' cannot scope over the subject wo yi ge ren 'I (one person)' but that a subject like wo yi ge ren 'I (one person)' always needs a closer licenser such as zhi you 'there is only'. Also, as pointed out at the beginning of this section, it is often the case that eryi 'only' does not take scope over a specific constituent but over the entire event (i.e., TP), and in this case, eryi 'only' can be roughly paraphrased as 'it is only the case that…'. 
Conclusion
The peripheral domain of CP in Chinese is composed of functional projections of different types, which are arranged according to a strict order: sentential aspect such as le < exclusive focus eryi < illocutionary force particles < nonstandard questions < particles related to the speaker's attitude and opinion. This order is conditioned by the "Subjectivity Scale Constraint" proposed by Pan (2015 Pan ( , 2019 : the higher a functional projection is, the more subjective its interpretation becomes and the more difficult it is for such a projection to be embedded. Importantly, these functional projections are located in the CP domain, which are therefore higher than TP systematically. Erlewine (2017) argues that some low SFPs, such as the sentential le and the focus particle eryi, are actually located in the peripheral domain of vP, thus lower than TP. In this article, I go over three main arguments advanced in Erlewine's study and show that the "low" scope of particles such as le and eryi is only apparent at the surface. I offer an alternative analysis by maintaining the idea that SFPs such as le and eryi are still C heads and take scope over the entire TP. My proposal relies on the following analysis. First, since low CP projections, such as sentential aspect and the exclusive focus, are not directly linked to the speaker's subjective opinion, they can appear in embedded clauses (see Pan 2015 Pan , 2019 . Second, shi 'be' in the negative form bu shi 'not be' can be analyzed as an independent verb, which can take a clausal complement. That is why when this clausal complement CP is headed by SFPs such as le or eryi, it looks like le or eryi takes a scope lower than bu shi 'not be'. Third, the sentence-initial determiner phrase (DP) cannot be analyzed as the real subject of the verb shi 'be' but must be analyzed as the matrix topic of the entire sentence and, as a result, this topic DP is syntactically higher than the CP headed by le or eryi. This also makes it look like that le or eryi takes scope lower than the subject. Fourth, the wh-subject cannot get an indefinite reading in a sentence with a final particle le because the $-closure triggered by le applies at the I'-level by excluding the subject systematically (Huang 1982) . The $-quantifier, which is introduced in a position lower than the surface subject position, cannot bind the wh-subject as a variable. The position where $ is generated remains independent of whether the $-closure is triggered by low particles, such as le, or by high particles, such as the yes-no question particle ma. Therefore, my analysis supports the claim that the low peripheral particles le and eryi are still in the CP domain, thus higher than TP.
In fact, there are principled arguments and counterarguments to make a distinction between the vP periphery and the CP periphery; however, there are generally no principled arguments or counterarguments to make a distinction between the TP periphery and the CP periphery. Recall that the sentence-final le is analyzed as a TP element that is located in the periphery of TP by Tang (1998) . A very common practice in the generative literature is to treat the entire CP as the peripheral domain of TP. This is a general consideration due to the fact that in many languages, it is still an issue whether sentence-initial modality-related elements should be treated as peripheral elements of TP or of CP. A similar situation exists for the sentential le in Chinese, which is why le can be analyzed as an element located in the TP periphery (cf., Tang 1998). Moreover, sentential adjuncts also pose similar problems. Sentential adverbials such as generally speaking are normally analyzed as adjuncts inside the TP domain, in the periphery of TP (higher than the subject); scholars such as Paul (2015) analyze them as topics in the CP domain. This issue still remains open; however, in the present paper, I take a traditional view that the entire CP is treated as the periphery of TP.
